Intergenerational Transmission of Family Strengths by Bee, John R.
Utah State University 
DigitalCommons@USU 
All Graduate Theses and Dissertations Graduate Studies 
5-1991 
Intergenerational Transmission of Family Strengths 
John R. Bee 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd 
 Part of the Social and Behavioral Sciences Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Bee, John R., "Intergenerational Transmission of Family Strengths" (1991). All Graduate Theses and 
Dissertations. 2320. 
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd/2320 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by 
the Graduate Studies at DigitalCommons@USU. It has 
been accepted for inclusion in All Graduate Theses and 
Dissertations by an authorized administrator of 
DigitalCommons@USU. For more information, please 
contact digitalcommons@usu.edu. 
INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF FAMILY STRENGTHS 
by 
John R. Bee 
A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment 
of the requirements for the degree 
of 
MASTER OF SCIENCE 
in 
Family and Human Development 
ii 
This thesis is dedicated to my mother and father. 
Thank you. 
iii 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
I would like to thank the members of my committee . I 
express my heartfelt appreciation to them for the unselfish 
hours they spent in encouraging and guiding me through this 
project . My gratitude to Dr. Jay D. Schvaneveldt, who 
helped me when I thought I was beyond help. My thanks to 
Dr. Glen 0. Jenson, who has helped on many projects and has 
done so cheerfully, and to Dr . Donald V. Sisson, wi thout 
whose guidance I would have been left in a circle of 
misunderstanding. 
A sincere appreciation to Jane Post for her patience 
a nd understanding when it was needed . I would also like to 
thank all those who have had any input into the 
accomplishment of my goal of completing this thesis. 
To my wife, who has unselfishly supported me through 
this term of education, I give my complete appreciation . 
And to my children, who have helped Dad go to school even 
when they were on summer vacation and in the mood for 
camping, I say thank you . 
John Richard Bee 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
DEDICATION 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
LIST OF TABLES 
ABSTRACT 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Introduction o o o o 
Problem and Purpose Statement 
Rationale o o o o o 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Synthesis of the Literature 
Hypothesis 
METHOD 
Sampling 
Measurement 
Reliability and Validity 
Data Analyses 
RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
Results 
Dimension I: Relative and Friend Support 
Dimension II: Professional Support 
Dimension III: Family Togetherness o 0 o o 
Dimension IV: Family Flexibility o o o o o 
Dimension V: Family Confidence o o o o o o 
Dimension VI: Family Coping and Coherence 
Dimension VII: Quality of Life 
Dimension VIII: Family Discord 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary o 0 0 0 o 
Discussion o o o o 
Limitations and Recommendations 
REFERENCES 
iv 
Page 
ii 
iii 
vi 
vii 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
3 
14 
15 
15 
18 
21 
21 
23 
23 
24 
27 
29 
31 
31 
32 
33 
35 
42 
42 
46 
50 
51 
APPENDIXES 
Appendix A. Family Copy Skills 
Appendix B. Relative and Friend Support 
Appendix c. Consent and Information Notes 
to Parents 
Appendix D. Instrument Use Consent Letter 
v 
54 
55 
57 
62 
63 
Table 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8. 
9 . 
LIST OF TABLES 
Demographic Profile of Married Sons 
and Married Daughters 
Demographic Profile of Fathers 
and Mothers 
Factorial Analysis of Dimension I 
(Relative and family support) 
Factorial Analysis of Dimension II 
(Professional support) . . . . . 
Mean Family Strength Scores Groups 1-4 
Correlation Among Demographic Variables and 
Family Strength Dimensions for Married Sons 
Correlation Among Demographic Variables 
and Family Strength Dimen sions for 
Married Daughters . . . . . . . . 
Correlation Among Demographic va riables and 
Family Strength Dimensions for Fathers 
Correlation Among Demographic Variables and 
Family Strength Dimensions for Mothers 
vi 
Page 
17 
18 
25 
28 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
ABSTRACT 
Intergenerationa l Transmission of Family Strengths 
by 
John R. Bee, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 1991 
Major Professor: Dr . Jay D. Schvaneveldt 
Department : Family and Human Development 
The purpose of this research was to study several 
d imensions of family strengths in family systems and to 
v ii 
determine to what degree these strengths are passed from one 
generation to the next . 
The sample consisted of 23 couples , constituting the 
ma rried child generation, a nd each husband's father and each 
wife ' s mother, constituting the parent generation, for a 
t o tal of 23 family systems and a total~ of 92 . Each person 
involved in the study had t o be i n their first marriage a nd 
have at least one child. 
A significant (alpha . 05) difference was found between 
the father and son generations on the relative and friend 
support and the professional support . The alpha levels for 
diffe rences between mothers and daughters on these two 
dimens ions were .146 (relative and friend support) and . 190 
(professional support) . A factorial analysis of variance 
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suggests these differences are between generations rather 
than between genders of family groups. 
Significant correlations were found between the 
fathers ' family togetherness score a nd the sons' family 
flexibility score and between the fathers' quality of life 
and the sons' family confidence and family coping and 
coherence scores, at (K = .4876, 2 = .018), and (K = .4582, 
2 = .028), respectively, and between the fathers' family 
discord and the sons' family discord scores at (K = .4381, p 
= 037). Corresponding correla t ion values for the mothers 
and daughters were (K .0367, 2 = .868); (K = -.2049, 2 
.348); (K = -.0234, 2 916); and (K = .0011, 2 = .996). A 
significant correlation was found between mothers and 
daughters on the mothers' relative and friend support score 
and the daughters' family confidence score at (K = .421 5, 2 
= .045), while the corresponding coefficient for fathers and 
sons was (K = - .3911, 2 = .065). 
Significant correlations were found more often than 
were significant differences . The results also indicate 
that the males are more volatile than the females in terms 
of significant findings on the family strength measures. 
(72 pages) 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
Many studies have dealt with family strengths and how 
families deal with stressful situations . Howard (1978); 
Otto (1962, 1972, 1979); Stinnett and DeFrain (1985); 
Stinnett (1979); Stinnett, Sanders, and DeFrain (1980); 
Curran (1983), McCubbin, Thompson, Pirner, and McCubbin 
(1988 ); and Beam (1979) have recognized certain qualities 
as family strengths . Such strengths include togetherness, 
effective communication style, expression of appreciation by 
family members, spending quality time together, religious 
orientation, family celebrations, sound financial 
management, a s t rong support network both in and outside the 
family, common values and goals, and commitment to staying 
together as a family . 
· Problem and Purpose Statement 
The identification of these qualities can be seen as a 
working foundation for subsequent research in the area of 
family strengths. One such area of needed research is the 
identification of possible origins for t h ese family 
strengths. Al s o, there is very little information dealing 
directly with the generational transmission of family 
strengths. 
The purpose of this study was to measure the type and 
the degree to which identified family strengths are passed 
from the parent generation to the married child generation. 
It is believed that this type of research is important in 
understanding how families function, what they believe is 
important, and what qualities are passed on to the next 
generation . 
Rationale 
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It has been assumed for many years that family 
strengths are passed from one generation to the next within 
the family. The empirical support for this assumption is 
limited but is evidenced in the work of Troll and Bengsten 
(1979). In their work concerning the transmission of 
general qualities between generations, they found political 
party affiliation, religious affiliation , and lifestyle to 
be the dimensions passed most consistently from generation 
to generation. Other related research, including Blau and 
Duncan (1967) and Hall (1975) argues that there is evidence 
of occupational inheritance, wherein the son engages in 
employment of much the same type as the father. Also, 
Aldous, Osmond, and Hicks (1979) remark, in their closing 
thoughts concerning familial influences on occupational 
pursuits, that families are viewed as a conservative 
institution because they transmit not only cultural heritage 
but also class position to their children . 
A logical next step that builds upon the work of others 
is to assess the "family's aptitude" for transmitting family 
strengths upon which there is a general agreement from one 
generation to the next. 
3 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Synthesis of the Literature 
Research in the area of family strengths indicates that 
these strengths are shared by many people, including 
extended fami ly members as well as members of the nuclear 
family . Schvaneveldt and Alston (1981), in a study of black 
families, showed that the extended family is a vita l part of 
black American culture. They reported that the extended 
family is a source of support, security, and socialization 
for the young . This is one reason the black family system 
can survive despite the extremely high rate of single 
parents and poverty. They also reported that black families 
show a strong network of close relationships outside the 
immediate and the extended family with individuals and 
families who are not blood relatives. Referring to these 
relationships as family networking, such reports give 
specific evidence of the possible origins of family 
strengths. One source is the extended family and the other 
is friends and other close associates. 
Stinnett (1979), in attempting to identify what 
families believe are the strengths they need to face the 
challenges of life, has identified six strengths from 
surveys of families. These include showing appreciation to 
one another, communication that brings out the positive, an 
awareness of a higher power than one's own (religiosity), 
spending time together, coping with crisis, and a strong 
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commit me nt to being a "family." These strengths have been 
explained in later work by Stinnett and DeFrain (1985) and 
by Stinnett, Sanders, a nd DeFrain (1980) as exemplifying the 
following characteristics of strong families, which were 
de rived from the analysis of more than 1000 survey responses 
from families living in several states: 
1 . The ability of each family member to express 
apprec iation to every other member of the f ami l y, by touch, 
by vo ice, and by appreciativ e action such as doing something 
special or by just helping the other in times of need. 
2 . Telling another family member through word and 
through tone of voice that they are more important as a 
person than any material harm that might have happened is 
relative ly easy. When the family is under stress the true 
test of this ability begins . Can the famil y members express 
their concern and love for the wrongdoer rather tha n dwel l 
on the misdeed? This also includes the ability of parents 
to accept the opinions of their c h i ldren as what they are. 
The main idea behind this concept of positive communication 
is the ability to help another see the misunderstanding in 
their opinions without saying "you're wrong and I'm right." 
3. The religious preference of the famil y is not as 
important, in the findings of this research, as is the basic 
belief by members of the family that there is a higher power 
than one's own, a higher power that is caring, that is 
concerned with the positive development of the individual. 
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This strength is explained as the sustaining force for many 
families that have gone through severe stress as wel l as the 
daily discomforts of family life. 
4. These researchers found that unless the family 
spends an adequate amount of time together it is very 
difficult for that family to understand one another to the 
point that they can express appreciation, practice positive 
communication skills, discuss values, or build family unity. 
Thus it is believed that spending time together is a family 
strength. The time the family spends together can be spent 
in various activities ranging from working on household 
duties to planning and experiencing a family vacation. The 
critical issue is to spend the time, scheduling it and not 
allowing interference from work, school or hobbies. 
5. The ability to look at an apparently negative 
circumstance and see a positive outcome is a major source of 
positive coping skills. Seeing beyond the immediate effects 
of a situation to the potential benefit for the family is a 
great strength . This is different from the idea that the 
family does not recognize negative factors ; instead they 
see and accept these while understanding the positive 
potential . Putting this understanding of life into practice 
is termed positive coping skill. It works very closely with 
the communication skill because without one, the other is 
virtuall y impossible. 
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6. Commitment is identified as the family's ability to 
stick with their convictions about their value systems when 
challenged by stress, strain, or changing social codes. 
These then are the family strengths that Stinnett (1979) and 
Stinnet et al. (1980, 1985) have identified as vital to the 
family . Otto (1972) has proposed the following family 
strengths: effective communication, commitment to and 
support of one another, self-sufficiency, ability to deal 
with a crisis, ability of parents and children to learn from 
each other, concern with family growth, and constructive and 
responsible community relationships. Echoed by Stinnett et 
al. (1980) and others, these qualities are important to 
understanding family strength characteristics . 
1. Efficient communication conveys the feeling of 
effort put into attempts to understand and to explain 
feelings and opinions of oneself and others. Yelling and 
highly emotional outbursts do require large amounts of 
effort but are not effective in understanding the views and 
feelings of others. Most often when persons yell or show 
other highly emotionally charged outbursts, it stems, not 
from anything associated wi th the words they are saying, but 
rather from other strains felt in their lives, such as not 
living up to the potential they feel within themselves. 
2. Commitment and support as presented by Otto (1972) 
deal with the same factors presented by Stinnett (1979) and 
Stinnet et al. (1980, 1985). otto (1972) added the emphasis 
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of bui l ding these strengths in order to help other family 
members become their best or reach their highest potential. 
He emphasized that the family should provide an environment 
in which the children and the parents can develop, learn, 
and grow without being ridiculed. This of course must start 
with parents. Parents who consistently strive to build 
these family strengths with their children usually have 
c hildren who acquire a positive self-worth foundation 
be cause they recognize their own worth in the e yes of 
significant others, namely, their parents. 
3. Otto (1979) presented the self-sufficient family 
not only as one that budgets their time, expending adequate 
time for family activities and growth , but as one that 
budgets other resources like money (living within financial 
limits) , talents, and abilities (working together to achieve 
goals) for the benefit of the family. 
4. The ability to meet crises in life is never 
perfected by any family. No family has been able to meet a 
crisis without experiencing the turmoil and uncertainty 
associated with such stressors. What this strength refers 
to is the abili t y of the family to recognize the problem, do 
what they can to deal with the circumstances, try to find a 
positive outcome, and work towards that end. 
5. A family that is willing to work together, learn 
from each other and value each member's opinion and ability 
will be able to work together in dealing with problems that 
might arise. 
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6. otto (1972, 1979) has indicated that families 
capable of successfully dealing with stress and strain are 
those families that grow together, that develop family unity 
through maturing together. The opposite is also true. If 
family members are not concerned with family growth, they 
will not expend the energy required to build these family 
strengths. 
7. He also has suggested that the family requires some 
outside support from the community. Being involved in 
responsible community programs not only can allow one to be 
involved with other people who place a high value on the 
family, it also can provide the persons involved with the 
opportunity to give support to their own and to other 
families through their efforts in creating and building 
family-oriented programs in their communities. 
Beam (1979) suggested five characteristics needed to 
produce a strong family: a strong religious orientation to 
life, togetherness within the family, having the family 
share recreational activities, having the children feel a 
satisfaction with the communication patterns of the parents 
and having the parents feel the same about the communication 
patterns of their children, and having network support for 
the goal of having a strong family; this network would 
include extended family members, friends, and community 
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programs. The relationship between these strength 
characteristics and those proposed by Stinnett et al. (1980) 
a nd Otto (1972 & 1979) is self-evident and does not require 
further explanation. 
In 1988 McCubbin et al . reported on what they 
considered the important characteristics of resilient 
families. Resilient families are those who have sustained 
stress through crisis o r the e ver present chaffing of 
everyday life and hav e continued in spite of it. Such 
factors as family accord, family celebrations, 
communication , financial management, hardiness, health, 
leisure activities, personality, support networks, time and 
routines, and traditions are included in the McCubbin et al. 
research report. To provide for further understanding of 
what they are proposing, the researchers gave some examples 
o f each of these characteristics. 
1. Accord is the balanced interrelationship among 
family members that allows them to resolve conflicts and 
reduce strain. Being in agreement on the values held by the 
family, and being committed to those values, brings the 
foundation of accord to the daily life of the family. 
2 . Celebrations involving the family include 
birthdays, religious occasions, or other special events. 
Having the entire family show support for another family 
member, and taking time out of busy schedules to bring 
e v eryone together for special occasions are effective ways 
10 
of conveying appreciation for another. They cannot, 
however, replace positive day-to-day contact between family 
members. 
3. Communication is explained as sharing beliefs and 
emotions so that others might better understand what a 
fam ily member is trying to say. For example , using an 
appropriate tone of voice, saying what one means, and 
expressing a realistic emotional level wi ll make the message 
more clear to the other person. 
4. Financial management entails developing those 
skills necessary to provide for the families needs and the 
abi lity to be satisfied with the economic status of the 
fami l y. 
5. Hardiness is the ability, according to McCubbin et 
al . (1988), to cope with problems and having a sense of 
control of one's life . This a pplies to the parents as well 
as to the children. overall, this sense of control ca n be 
seen as the opposite of c haos; in other words, the family 
has a sense of understanding about where they are going and 
how they are going to get there. 
6. Family health refers to the stress level within the 
fam ily. Although stress is common in any family, families 
considered resilient, are those who have found ways to lower 
their stress level. Poor physical condition is one burden 
most families can do something about; good health prac tices 
cost much less than doctor bills. Other forms of poor 
health in the family include poor financial health, poor 
communication health, poor accord health, etc. 
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7. Leisure activities are those activities family 
members engage in just to spend time. Individual time is 
important to the development of personal characteristics and 
values. This leisure time can be time out from life's 
stress, allowing time for personal recharging. Leisure 
activities could include going to movies together or even 
letting each member just "do their own thing." 
8 . How the family looks at life and how dependable 
they are in giving help or support to each member of the 
family when needed, constitutes a family's personality. The 
general health of the family, the general aura of unity and 
togetherness of the family and other characteristics of the 
family are included. 
9. Close, meaningful relationships with in-laws, 
relatives and friends are the ingredients included in a 
strong support network for families. Civic programs, 
religious programs, and pro-family societal values are also 
seen as support networks for the family. 
10. Time and routines in the family setting include 
the structure of the family's daily life pattern, such as, 
meals, household or other family chores, and daily or weekly 
get togethers. 
11. Honoring holidays and other important experiences 
together as a family or in a manner that has been handed 
down through the family generations are examples of fami ly 
traditions. Traditions build a sense of family continuity 
a nd i mportance. Traditions also are a rallying point for 
the whole family, bringing them together and building fond 
memories. 
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Curran (1983) has also addressed the characteristics of 
s trong families and notes several dimensions: Communication, 
af f i rmation and support, respect for others, trust, play a nd 
humor, shared responsibility, sense of right and wrong, 
rituals and traditions, balanced interaction, shared 
religious core, respect for privacy, service to each other, 
table time (regular meal time), shared leisure, and a 
willingness to ask for help when needed. 
With this widespread recognition and agreement of what 
c onstitutes family strengths, it is important to look next 
t o the work of Troll and Bengsten (1979) for information on 
the influence the family across generations. The strength 
o f the family's influence as suggested in the work of Troll 
and Bengsten (1979) indicates that political party 
affiliation, religious affiliation, and family lifestyle 
generally hold constant from one generation to the next. 
However, just because the father was a Democrat does not 
mean a child will be a Democrat, but rather there is a 
substantial similarity between generations on these three 
variables. Their work suggested a strong tie between the 
concept of families being the foundation of society and the 
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intergenerational nature of family held values. They 
reported that in all the studies reviewed there appeared to 
be a high level of attachment or cohesion despite 
maturational levels, geographic propinquity, gender, and 
socioeconomic mobility between parents and children. 
Troll and Bengsten (1979) f urther reported that 
although adolescence was viewed as a time when youth 
increasingly tried to assert their individuality, especially 
from their family. These adolescents chose parental 
appr oval over that of teachers or peers (53% vs.43%) . 
Coupled with this, they reported a strong cohesive bond 
between family members that was evidenced throughout the 
life span . 
Considering all the family strengths proposed by 
professionals in this area, a large amount of redundancy is 
appa r e nt. To make these famil y strengths usable for thi s 
study, the investigator reduced them to eight categories. 
The categories included relative a nd friend support, 
professional support, togetherness, flexibility, con fidence, 
coping & coherence , quality of life, and family discord. 
These categories are also included in the work of McCubbin, 
Olson, Levee, and Patterson (1 98 5) entitled Preparing for 
the Future, a condensed album of family strength measurement 
scales from instruments contained in Family Inventories 
(Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, & Wilson, 1982). A 
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discussion of these eight dimensions will follow in the next 
chapter . 
Hypothesis 
In order to ascertain the degree to which family 
strengths are passed from one generation to the next within 
a family system, the major research hypothesis is: family 
strengths are passed from one generation to the next within 
the same family system. Further, it is asserted that family 
strengths passed from one generation to the next are passed 
equally from mother to daughter and from father to son. 
Based on the work of Troll and Bengsten (1979), it is 
proposed that males and females contribute equally to the 
transmission of family strengths across generations. 
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METHOD 
Sampling 
The study was designed to assess the transmission of 
family strengths from one generation to the next . To do 
this, two generations of the family were included in the 
sample. The two generations consisted of fathers and 
mothers in the Gl generation and married sons and married 
daughters in the G2 generation. To assess the influence of 
family lines, while keeping gender constant, the 23 family 
groups included in the study incorporated fathers and their 
married sons and mothers and their married daughters. A 
description of the participants and the data collection 
procedures follow. 
Twenty-six G2 generation couples agreed to participate 
in this study. All 26 couples lived in the rural, 
southeastern corner of Idaho and were predominantly of one 
religious faith, The Church of Jesus Christ Of Latter-day 
Saints. Each couple was contacted by telephone, and then a 
visit was made to their home during which time both the 
husband and the wife completed the questionnaire. Before 
they began answering the questions, each was asked if their 
parent (each husband's father and each wife's mother) would 
be willing to participate in the study by filling out the 
same questionnaire sent to them via mail. Also stressed at 
this time was the volunteer basis of the study; i.e., that 
if they encountered threatening or stressful questions for 
themselves or for their parents, they were not required to 
continue . A negative response for the inclusion of a 
parent's participation was found on only one occasion. As 
mentioned, a questionnaire was sent via the postal service 
to one parent of each participant in the G2 generation. 
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When the G2 participants finished the questionnaire, they 
were asked to read a short, generic note to their respective 
parent and sign it. They were also asked to address the 
envelopes used to mail the questionnaires to their 
respective parents. The note explained briefly the purpose 
of the study and asked each parent for their participation. 
Some of the daughters took the liberty to express their 
interest and enjoyment for having participated by writing a 
short note to their mothers on back of the original. Each 
envelope was sealed with the questionnaire, note, and 
stamped return envelope inside before the investigator left 
the home of the G2 participants. 
In order to take part in the study, two other criteria 
needed to be met: 
1. Each couple represented in the study, had to be in 
the first marriage for both spouses. 
2 . Each participant had to have at least one child. 
The data were collected during June and July of 1990. 
A very high rate of return was attained, 92%, which is 
believed due to home visits made to one half the 
participants (all G2 participants) and to the participation 
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request note being signed by the son or daughter of each 
participant in the G1 generation. The total N was 92, 
because unreturned surveys from six parents necessitated the 
elimination of their children's surveys as well. 
When the analysis was run, there was an equal number of 
(23) males and females. The sample was primarily involved 
in agricultural occupations, and all but six reported being 
members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 
Tables 1 and 2 illustrate other mean demographic 
descriptions of the participants. 
Table 1 
Demographic Profile of Married 
Sons and Married Daughters 
Demographic Variable Married sons 
(mean) 
age . ........................ 34.7 
# of children............... 4.0 
education (years) ....... . ... 15.0 
years of education of 
participant's spouse ........ 13.0 
*family religious activity ... 1.84 
**family income ... . .... . ..... 4 . 57 
Married daughters 
(mean) 
32.4 
4. 0 
13.0 
15.0 
1. 80 
4.50 
* Rated on a scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being very active and 
5 being not active. 
** Rated on a scale from 1 to 8 with: 1 = $10,000 and lower, 
2 = $10,001 to $15,000, 3 = $15,001 to $20,000, 4 = $20,001 
to 25,000, 5 = $25,001 to $30,000, 6 = $30,001 to $35,000, 7 
= $35,001 to $40,000, 8 = $45,001 and above. 
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Table 2 
Demographic Profile of 
Fathers and Mothers 
Demographic variable Fathers (mean) Mothers (mean) 
age .. .. . ....... ..... . .. ..... ...... 63.3 59 .4 
#o f children.. .. ........ ......... 5.0 5.0 
education (years) ................. 12 .5 12. 7 
years of education of 
participant's spouse .......... .. .. 12.6 12.7 
*family religious activity......... 2.0 2 .1 
**family income level . . ....... ..... 4 .3 4. 5 
* Rated on a scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being very active and 
5 being not active. 
** Rated on a scale from 1 to 8 with: 1 = $10,000 and lower, 
2 = $10,001 to $15,000, 3 = $15,001 to $20,000, 4 = $20,001 
to 25,000 , 5 = $25,001 to $30,000, 6 = $30,001 to $35,000, 7 
= $35,001 to $40,000, 8 = $45,001 and above. 
Measurement 
The Family Invulnerability Test of family strength 
measures was developed by McCubbin et al. (1985) to help 
families make an assessment of their perceptions about three 
major areas of their family life; stress, strengths and 
adaptability. For this study, six family strength measures 
and two adaptation measures were used. The other three 
measures contained in the test focused on more personal 
information such as loss of job, serious injury of 
a family member, divorce in the family, emotional problems 
in the home, and substance abuse problems in the home (See 
Appendixes A-D) . 
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This particular instrument was chosen because in 
contrast to other self assessment tools, the Family 
Invulnerability Test (FIT), is based on and guided by both 
family theory and research. Specifically, FIT is based on 
the Family Adjustment and Adaptation Response Model and the 
Circumplex Model Of Families. These models assume all 
families face transitions and changes, and that one of the 
basic tasks of family life is to develop strengths and 
competencies to successfully negotiate these transitions and 
crises. FIT is also based on data obtained from a national 
survey of 1,000 two parent families. These data allowed the 
researchers (McCubbin et al. 1985) to develop a chart that 
indicated the average score of their 1,000 families and 
ranges for both vulnerability and strength on each of the 
measures in the test. 
The family strength measures employed for the study on 
cross generational transmission of family strengths included 
family and friend support, professional support, 
togetherness, flexibility, confidence, and coping-coherence . 
The two measures of family adaptation we re quality of life 
and family discord. As explained by the authors (McCubbin 
et al. 1985), the eight measures assessed the following 
perceptions of the participants about their family life : 
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(a) relative and friend support included questions concerned 
with the understanding and encouragement received from 
important others outside the nuclear family; (b) 
professional support included questions aimed at the care 
received from community agencies, programs, and religious 
leaders; (c) togetherness questions asked about the bonds of 
caring and unity within the nuclear family; (d) flexibility 
questioned the family's ability to "switch gears" in 
response to change; (e) confidence questioned the family's 
sense of trust and pride and being comfortable with each 
other, the neighborhood, and society; (f) coping and 
coherence questions asked about the family ' s ability to 
manage change and be hopeful and optimistic; (g) quality of 
life asked about the family's overall feeling of 
satisfaction with life; and (h) family discord questions 
asked about the family's sense of disturbance. 
Key variables analyzed for their influence on the 
dependent variable include educational level, income level, 
occupation, size of the family of origin, spacing and gender 
of the subjects, siblings and the subjects' children. These 
two issues--what family strengths are transmitted and the 
influence of process variables , constitute the dependent 
variable. The scores for assessing the dependent variable 
came from the instrument developed by McCubbin et al. 
( 1988) . 
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Reliability and Validity 
Test-retest reliability scores as reported by the 
authors (McCubbin et al. 1985) are family & friend support, 
.82; professional support, .72; togetherness, . 62; 
flexibility, .73; confidence, .83; coping coherence, .71; 
quality of life, .76; discord, .67. 
Construct validity using factor analysis with varimax 
rotatio n on the total scale as reported by Olson et al . 
(1982) for the separate instruments from which this album 
has been condensed are FCOPES (family & friend support), 
. 99; FCOPES (professional support), .91; FACES II 
(togetherness), .87; FACES II (flexibility) , .86; STRENGTHS 
(confidence), .81; FCOPES (coping coherence), .SO; Q of L 
(quality of life), .82; STRENGTHS (discord), . 97. 
Data Analyses 
Due to the small sample size of twenty three family 
systems, in depth analysis that could suggest how the family 
strengths are transmitted across generational lines was not 
used. The data were analyzed to assess both the tendency of 
family strengths to be transmitted across generations and 
possible differences between gender groups across 
generations. The data were averaged within each of the four 
groups, and the average scores were compared within gender 
groups across the two generations. 
A significance level of .0 5 was used for the analysis 
of the data. A ttest and a oneway analysis of variance were 
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used to assess differences among the four groups, and 
Pearson ~ was employed to determine associations among these 
comparison groups on each of the eight family measures. A 
two by two factorial analysis of variance was used to 
explore the interaction effects of family, sex, generation, 
and generation by sex on the family strength variables. 
Pearson ~ was also used to identify any associations between 
the eight family strength and adaptability variables and the 
demographic variables . 
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RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
Results 
The major hypothesis as stated earlier is: family 
strengths are passed from one generation to the next within 
the same family system. It is also believed, in view of 
evidence from the Troll and Bengsten (1979) report, that 
there is no substantive difference favoring either the male 
or the female side of the family in transmitting family 
strengths. To assess the potential for family strength 
transmission from one generation to the next, the data were 
analyzed using the responses from each of the four groups, 
fathers (Gl males) , sons (G2 males) , mothers (Gl females) , 
and daughters (G2 females). The analyses procedures were 
run on the SPSSX program . A correlation procedure was used 
to identify variables that have a close association between 
generations and between the demographic and family strength 
variables. Ttests were used to identify family strengths 
that are significantly different between generations. A 
oneway analysis of variance was used to ascertain 
differences bet ween all four groups . 
The results are presented by dimension (l-8) of the 
instrument and include a description of the dependent 
variable associated with each section and the measure used 
to assess that variable. 
Dimension I: Relative and 
Friend Support 
This dimension involves outside support from friends 
and family members. A pro-family attitude expressed by 
extended family members, and friends with whom the family 
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members interact, is thought to have a reinforcing effect on 
the pro-family attitudes of the family members. The 
relative and friend support measure contained questions 
aimed at assessing the degree to which the participant 
perceived his or her family to be involved in sharing 
difficulties, concerns, and or problems with relatives, 
close friends and neighbors. Another factor entailed 
questions concerned with the family's perceived seeking of 
advice and encouragement from relatives and friends. These 
questions, as all questions contained in the survey, were 
answered on a scale of 1 to 5. In the current study, one 
question was dropped from those used by McCubbin et al. 
(1985) due to problems encountered with it in a pilot study 
of five couples (only from the G2 generation) where 
respondents seemed to be unclear as to what it was asking 
(question #3 family strengths part I, McCubbin et al. 1985). 
When comparing the scores on the relative and friend 
support measure , an average score of 19.56 for the G1 males 
(fathers) compared to the average score of 16.53 for the G2 
males (married sons) was found. Ttest analysis indicates 
this to be a significant difference between fathers and 
sons. Results from a oneway analysis of variance procedure 
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indicates that fathers and their married sons are 
significantly different. For mothers and their married 
daughters, the average scores on the relative and friend 
support measure were 20.21 for the G1 female participants 
(mothers) compared to the average score of 18.61 for the G2 
female participants (married daughters). These results do 
not reveal a significant difference between mothers and 
their married daughters. The factorial analysis of this 
family strength indicates that the variance is due to 
generational effects (Table 3). 
Table 3 
Factorial Analysis of Dimension I 
(Relative and family support) 
factorial sig. 
variable df ss MS F at .05 
family ...... 20 339.0714 16.9536 .9564 2.09 
generation ... 1 154.7143 154.7143 8.727 4.32 
sex .......... 1 51.8571 51.8571 2.926 4.32 
G X s ........ 1 15.4286 15.4286 .8704 4.32 
error ........ 60 1063.5000 17.7250 
Total ........ 83 1624.5714 
* G x S is the combined effect of generation and sex. 
When one looks at correlations reported in the analysis 
for the measure on relative and friend support, a 
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correlation is found between the mothers' relative and 
friend support score and the daughters' family confidence 
score of£= .4215, R = .045, suggesting that as the 
mothers' score on the relative and friend support measure 
increased, the daughters' score on family confidence also 
increased, but at a slower rate. The R value indicates that 
this correlation is significant within the alpha limit set 
at . 05. 
significant correlations were found between the 
relative and friend support scores and some demographic 
variables for both the fathers and the sons. One such 
correlation occurred between the occupation of the fathers 
and the sons' perception of the family's relative a nd friend 
support (£ = .4674 , R = .008). This would suggest that as 
the occupations of the fathers rose on the arbitrarily set 
scale, from farmer, coded as 1, to the other occupations 
(i.e., professional, business owner, technician, and 
manager, coded from 2-5), the married sons' scores on the 
relative and friend support measure increased. 
Years of education for the father's spouse we re also 
positively correlated with his relative and friend support 
score (£ = .4787 , R = .010), indicating that fathers whose 
spouses had a higher education perceived more relative and 
friend support. There were no significant correlations 
between demographic variables and the family strength scores 
on this measure reported for the female subjects. 
Dimension II: Professional 
Support 
This family strength variable is associated with the 
family's opportunity and ability to seek advice from 
professionals such as doctors, specialists, and religious 
leaders concerning issues of concern for the family . This 
dimension also includes community and civic organizations 
and programs that are pro-family or that focus on and lend 
support to better family life. 
The measure used to assess this variable asked 
questions of the participants concerning their perceptions 
2 7 
of the family's involvement in seeking advice from community 
agencies, doctors, professional counselors, and ministers 
for information aimed at helping the family. The average 
score of 16.39 for the fathers and 14.15 for their married 
sons differed significantly on both the ~test and the 
oneway-analysis-of-variance test. The factorial analysis of 
variance indicated that this difference was again due to 
generational effects rather than effects of gender, or a 
combination of gender and generation (Table 4). Responses 
of mothers and their married daughters were not 
significantly different on this measure, with scores of 
16.69 (mothers) and 15.34 (daughters). No significant 
values were evident on any other family-strength-variable 
findings resulting from the use of factor analysis. 
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Another related finding from the oneway analysis of 
variance was the indication that mothers and their sons-in-
law differed on the same two measures of family strength as 
did the fathers and their married sons. Responses of the 
fathers and their daughters-in-law were not significantly 
different on these measures . No signi ficant correlations 
were found between the professional support scores and the 
other family strength variables. 
Table 4 
Factorial Analysis of Dimension II 
(Professional support) 
factorial sig 
variable df ss MS F at .0 5 
family .... .... 20 349 .2381 17.4619 1 . 6452 2.09 
generation . ... l 78 .1071 78.1071 7 . 374 4.32 
sex ........... 1 18.1071 18.1071 1.7095 4.32 
G X s ...... ... 1 10.0119 10 . 0119 . 9509 4 . 32 
error ......... 60 635.5238 10.5921 
Total ......... 83 1090.988 
* G x S is the combined effect of generation and sex. 
The demographic variables pointed to some significant 
correlations with the family strength variables. For 
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instance, years of education for the fathers was positively 
correlated with fathers' professional support score (£ = 
.5317, 2 = .005). This correlation is not unexpected when 
one considers research that suggests people are more open 
and more accepting of another's opinion if they have the 
opportunity to receive higher education. They are also more 
aware of the services available to them, if they have had an 
opportunity for higher education. 
There was a significant positive correlation (£ 
. 4920 , 2 = . 005) found between the perceived family 
religious activity as reported by the married daughters and 
their scores on the professional support measure. This 
suggests that the more religiously active the family is 
perceived to be, the more open they are to support given by 
not only their religious leader, but also by other 
professionals, such as doctors and other specialists. 
Dimension III: Family 
Togetherness 
The amount of unitedness each family member feels with 
the family as a whole is the basis for this variable. The 
more important each member feels as part of the family 
group, the more united the family. It is recognized that 
time spent together as a family, positive time when the 
family members can interact in helping each other obtain a 
family goal, or in completing a family project is one of the 
best ways to build this family strength. 
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The measure used to assess this variable assessed the 
participants' perception of their families concerning 
tendencies to discuss family issues with people outside of 
the family, to feel closer to people outside of the family, 
for each member to go their own direction, difficulty doing 
things together as a family, and avoiding each other when at 
horne, etc. 
The analysis showed no significant differences between 
the generations on this measure, but there was a significant 
positive correlation between the fathers' family 
togetherness score and the sons' family flexibility score 
(£ = .5035, £ = . 014). A strong correlation suggests that 
flexibility perceived in the sons' families increased in a 
significantly like manner to the fathers' perception of 
their families' increased togetherness. 
Responses by mothers and their married daughters were not 
significantly correlated on this variable. 
Correlation with demographic variables occurred between 
the fathers' years of education and their family 
togetherness scores (£ = . 5038, £ = . 007 pointing to a 
strong association between the fathers' educational 
attainments and their perception of the families' 
togetherness. There were no other significant correlations 
found between the demographic and the family strength 
variables on this measure. 
Dimension IV: Family 
Flexibility 
Were family members willing to share the household 
chores, working together to accomplish a goal, or did they 
constrict themselves to age and gender specific roles? 
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These roles included parents making rules without input from 
the children, sharing of household duties among all members 
of the family, and the families' inability to compromise 
when dealing with problems and disagreements. The 
participants were asked questions that dealt with these 
issues . No significant differences or correlations were 
found between generations on this measure. 
The sons' income level, as reported for the family, 
showed a positive correlation with the sons' family 
flexibility score (~ = . 4735, 2 = .007. This would suggest 
that the higher the family income, the more flexible sons 
perceive their family life. 
The daughters responses indicated a positive 
correlation between the perceived level of family religious 
activity and the perceived level of family flexibility (~ = 
.4079, 2 . 027). This correlation indicates that the 
higher the religious activity level of the family, the more 
flexible the family is perceived to be. 
Dimension V: Family Confidence 
This variable can easily be confused with the family 
togetherness variable presented earlier. They both deal 
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with items that are related to the feeling of unity among 
the family members. The difference in these two family 
strength variables is that family confidence deals more with 
loyalty to the family, trust in the other family members, 
commonality of values and beliefs among the members of the 
family, and respect for the other members of the family . 
The family confidence measure assessed the 
participants ' views concerning how the family portrays 
trust, loyalty, respect, family pride, and the sharing of 
similar values and beliefs among the family members. Again 
no significant differences were found between the 
generations by gender on this measure, but one significant 
correlation was found between the two generations of male 
participants. 
A positive correlation was found between the fathers' 
quality of life score and the sons' family conf idence score 
(~ = .4 876, 2 = .018, suggesting the more satisfied the 
father perceives the family to be, the more family 
confidence is perceived in the families of the married sons. 
No significant correlations were found between the 
demographic va riables and this family strength variable. 
Dimension VI : Family Co2ing 
and Coherence 
A family's ability to see positive outcomes in the face 
of seemingly negative circumstances is the distinguishing 
factor in this family strength characteristic. 
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The four questions used for this measure attempted to 
assess the family's acceptance of stressful events and 
difficulties as part of life, viewing problems as positive 
possibilities or opportunities for growth, and having faith 
in God. This was also an area in which no significant 
differences were found. On the male side, a positive 
correlation of (~ = .4582, ~ = .028) occurred between the 
fathers' quality of life score and the sons' family coping 
and coherence score, suggesting that when fathers evidence 
general satisfaction with life, the sons perceive a stronger 
ability to c ope with stress and strain in their families. 
The demographic variables showed some unexpected 
associations with this family strength variable. A negative 
relationship existed between the fathers' family income and 
the fathers' family coping and coherence score (~ = -.6292, 
~ = .001. This finding is not intuitively clear. What this 
finding suggests is that the higher the income for the 
families the lower the families' coping and coherence score 
as perceived by the fathers. 
This variable was also positively correlated with the 
mothers' family religious activity level (~ = .4421, ~ 
.017). This suggests that the religious activity level is 
associated with the ability of the family to cope with 
common stress and strain. Family coping and coherence was 
again negatively correlated with mothers on the spouse 
occupation variable (~ = -.4689, ~ = .021) indicating that, 
according to the code used to enter the data (see chapter 
3), mothers whose husbands were farmers tended to perceive 
their family as more able to cope with stress than mothers 
whose husbands worked in some other occupation. 
Dimension VII: Quality of Life 
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This variable is concerned with the satisfaction a 
family feels with the community in which they live, with the 
schools , the family relationship, and the marriage 
relationship. All of these items are recognized as having 
an effect on the overall strength of the family by either 
providing a positive or vis-a-vis support to the fabric of 
family life. 
The participants' satisfaction with family and marriage 
relationships, with relatives, religious life, occupation, 
community and community services, schools and other 
important aspects of life were the major points about which 
questions were asked on this measure. 
No significant differences were found between the 
generations on this variable. The significant correlations 
have been reported in sections 5 and 6. 
A negative correlation between the fathers' quality of 
life score and the fathers' financial income level (£ = 
-.4339, R = .022) suggests that, given the rural lifestyle 
and the accompanying limited amount of activities available 
in the area, the higher the income level of the family, the 
less fathers are satisfied with the life they live. 
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Dimension VIII: Family Discord 
Families that express discord are those that have the 
same problems over and over again, hav e difficulty 
accomplishing family tasks or goals, and that are critical 
and complaining. This disharmony within the famil y is the 
opposite of the other family characteristics called family 
strengths , and to the extent that these feel i ngs of discord 
a re present in the home, the emergence of famil y strengths 
is impaired. 
The family discord measure asked for the participants' 
perceptions of the families' tendency to be critical of one 
another, to worry, to have continuing problems on the same 
issues, and to have difficulty accomplishing the things they 
would like to do . 
Again, there were no significant differences between 
the generations on either the ~test or the oneway analysis 
o f variance. A positive correlation between the fathers' 
score and the sons' score on this measure (£ . 438 1, Q = 
.037) suggests that fathers ' perception of low family 
discord is associated with the sons' perception of low 
family discord . 
The analysis using the sons' data revealed a negative 
correlation between the years of education for the G2 males 
and their family discord score(£= -.4636, Q = .009), 
suggesting that the more years of education the G2 males 
were able to achieve, the lower their perception of family 
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discord in their families. No other significant demogra phic 
variable associations were found on this measure . A summary 
of mean scores on each family strength dimension for each 
group is found in Table 5, and a summary of correlations 
among demographic variables and the family strength 
variables is found in Tables 6-9 . As can be seen in these 
tables, several scores indicate the demographic variables 
are significantly correlated wi th the family strength 
vari a bles by indiv idual group. 
Table 5 
Mean Family Strength Scores. 
Groups 1-4 
Dimension of 
family strength fa thers sons mothers daughters 
1 . Relative and friend support 19.56 16.53 20.2 1 18 . 61 
2. Professional support . .. . . 16.39 14.15 16.69 15.34 
3 . Togetherness ... ..... .. .. . 24 . 86 25.88 28 .4 7 26 . 30 
4. Flexibility ............. . 18 . 04 20.30 19.08 18.96 
5 . Confidence . ..... .... .. .. . 22.43 22.23 22 .52 22.92 
6 . Coping-coherence ...... .. . 16 . 86 16.34 16.82 16.19 
7. Quality of life ..... .. .. . 42.73 40.7 3 43.17 43.15 
8. Family discord .. .. .. . ... . 10 .86 11.88 10.73 11.80 
Table 6 
Correlation Among Demographic 
Variables and Family Strength 
Dimensions for Married Sons 
Dimension of 
family strength 
spouse 
occ. 
dimension 1 
dimension 2 
dimension 3 
dimension 4 
dimension 5 
dimension 6 
dimension 7 
dimension 8 
rel. dads 
act . occ . 
. 008 
income family 
size 
. 007 
Values reported are p va lues. 
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Demographic variables 
educ-
t ion 
.009 
occu-
pation 
spouse 
educ . 
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Table 7 
Correlation Among Demographic 
Variables and Family Strength 
Dimensions for Married Daughters 
Dimension of 
fami ly strength 
Demographic variables 
spouse rel. dads income family educ-
occ . act. occ. size tion 
dimension 1 
dimension 2 
.005 
dimension 3 
dimension 4 
dimension 5 
dimension 6 
dimension 7 
dimension 8 
Values reported are p values 
occu- spouse 
pation educ. 
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Table 8 
Correlation Among Demographic 
Variabl es and Family Strength 
Dimensions for Fathers 
Dimension of 
family strength 
Demographic variables 
spouse rel. 
occ. act. 
dimension 1 
dimension 2 
dimension 3 
dimension 4 
dimension 5 
dimension 6 
dimension 7 
dimension 8 
dads 
occ. 
income family educ-
size tion 
.005 
.007 
.001 
.022 
Values reported are p values 
occu- spouse 
pation educ. 
.010 
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Table 9 
Correlation Among Demographic 
Va riables and Family Strength 
Dimensions for Mothers 
Dimension of 
family strength 
Demographic variables 
spouse rel. 
occ. act. 
dimension 1 
dimension 2 
dimension 3 
dimension 4 
. 027 
dimension 5 
dimension 6 
. 017 . 021 
dimension 7 
dimension 8 
dads 
occ. 
income family educ-
size tion 
Values reported are p values 
occu- spouse 
pation educ. 
In summary, the only significant differences between 
the generations occurred between the male subjects on the 
relative and friend support and the professional support 
measures. There were significant correlations between the 
generations on family togetherness of the fathers and family 
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flexibility of the sons, on quality of life of the fathers 
and the confidence and coping-coherence of the sons, on 
family discord of the fathers and family discord of the 
sons, and on relative and friend support of the mothers and 
confidence of the daughters. Demographic variables that 
were significantly correlated with the family strength 
dimensions were years of education, family religious 
activity level, spouse's years of education, family income, 
and the occupation of the participants' fathers. 
Demographic variables not significantly correlated with the 
family strength dimensions included the size of both the 
family of origin and the family of procreation, the 
perceived adequacy of the families' income, and the 
occupation of the participants. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this research was to study several 
dimensions of family strengths and adaptability as they 
exist in family systems and to determine to what degree 
these respective strengths are passed from one generation to 
the next. 
Previous work has identified many dimensions of family 
strengths, including open communication, religiosity, 
financial stability, appreciation, time together, 
commitment, values held in common by members of the family, 
coping skills, internal and external support systems or 
networks, family traditions and celebrations, family trust, 
family respect, family togetherness and unity and family 
health (Stinnett et al . , 1980; Howard, 1978; Otto, 1962, 
1972, 1979 ; Curran, 1983; McCubbin et al., 1985, 1988; Beam, 
1979). Intergenerational transmission of family strengths 
is evidenced by the work of Troll and Bengsten (1979) from 
their review of research concerning political orientation, 
religious affiliation, sex roles and sexual behavior, work 
and achievement, and life style characteristics, where they 
found that political orientation, religious affiliation, and 
lifestyle were commonly transmitted across generations. 
The sample for this research consisted of 92 
individuals living in Bear Lake County in southeastern 
Idaho. These participants represented 23 family systems, of 
which the father, his married son, the s o n's wife, and the 
wife's mother were included. Each person in the study had 
to have at least one child and be in their first marriage. 
Questionnaires were collected from the G2 couples at their 
home; the data from the Gl generation participants were 
collected via the mail during the summer of 1990. 
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The instrument used to collect the data consisted of 
eight measures included in the Family Invulnerability Test 
compiled by McCubbin et al. (1985} in the Preparing for the 
Future album of family strength measures. The eight 
dimensions consisted of relative and friend support, 
professional support, togetherness, flexibility, confidence, 
coping-coherence, quality of life, and family discord. Each 
of these measures were condensed from the previous work of 
McCubbin et al. (1985} on the Family Stress, Coping and 
Hea lth Project and Family Wellness Project at the University 
of Minnesota. The demographic questions used in this 
research were developed specifically for this study. 
This study attempted to assess the transmission of 
family strengths from one generation to the next, and to 
assess the difference if any, between genders across the 
generations. The guiding hypothesis asserted that one 
generation does influence the next generation in regard to 
the type and importance placed on various dimensions 
identified in the family strengths literature. It was also 
hypothesized that males and females contribute equally to 
the transmission of family strengths across generations. 
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The data were analyzed through the SPSSX program using 
ttests and oneway analysis of variance to test for 
differences between the generations on each of the eight 
family strength and adaptation measures. A factorial 
analysis of variance was used to trace the interactional 
effects of generation, family, sex, and generation with sex 
on the family strength dimensions. Pearson £ was used to 
identify associations between each of the generations by 
gender and between the demographic variables and the eight 
family characteristic measures by group of participants 
(sons, fathers, daughters, mothers). 
This analysis identified a significant difference 
between the fathers and their married sons on two of the 
family strength measures, relative and friend support and 
professional support. There were no significant differences 
found between the mothers and their married daughters. 
These findings suggest that gender does have an effect on 
the transmission of family strengths. 
The significant correlations found in the analysis 
between the fathers' togetherness score and the sons' 
flexibility score, between the fathers' quality of life 
score and the sons' confidence and coping-coherence scores, 
between the fathers' family discord and the sons' family 
discord scores, and between the mothers' relative and friend 
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support score and the daughters' confidence score are 
indicative of the potential for these family strengths to be 
passed from one generation to the next. 
There were also several significant correlations found 
between demographic variables--suggesting that parent 
occupation, family religious activity, family income level 
and years of education have an impact on the development of 
these family strengths and adaptability variables. In 
agreement with the major hypothesis, these data suggest that 
one generation does have an impact on the next generation. 
These findings also agree with past research, such as 
that by Troll and Bengsten (1979), who indicated the 
potential for intergenerational transmission of family 
strengths when they reported that political and religious 
affiliation and lifestyle are commonly held constant from 
one generation to the next. In their work, Troll and 
Bengsten (1979) concluded that they could not ascertain the 
influence of gender on the transmission of family 
characteristics across generations. However, in this 
research a difference between genders is apparent in the 
number of significant differences and correlations found 
between the male and female subjects. 
Previous work on family strengths has been supported by 
this research in that correlations found between the two 
generations all being positive, indicate that the stronger a 
family is perceived to be, the stronger the children of that 
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fami l y wi ll perceive their own families to be . This is 
further evidenced by the correlation between fathers' and 
sons' scores on the family discord measure. This 
correlation suggests that the less discord is perceived to 
be in the fathers' home, the less discord will be perceived 
to be in the sons' home . This correlation also suggests 
that the more peace there is perceived to be in the fathers' 
home the more peace will be perceived to be in the sons' 
home . 
Discussion 
In trying to understand why a negative correlation 
(£ = -.4339, Q = .022) was found between fathers' quality of 
life score and fathers' family income level, when a positive 
correlation was expected, the subjects' backgrounds can 
offer partial explanation. The vast majority of these 
fathers are farmers living in a sparsely populated rural 
area . This area is well known for it's natural beauty, 
boasting an abundance of mountain streams and lush meadows. 
It is an area with relatively few of the problems such as 
youth gangs, smog, congested traffic, murder, and robbery 
which are often found in urban settings. Many of these 
fathers were raised in this same area and are proud of that 
fact . Those who do have higher income levels are the 
fathers that have retired from an occupation other than 
farming and have the money to travel and see the outside 
world. Thus, the investigator believes that the negative 
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correlation found between income level and quality of life 
can be attributed to a deep satisfaction farmers in this 
area have for their way of life, while the fathers who have 
retired from other occupations might not feel that 
satisfaction in this lifestyle. 
Also, why was there a significant negative correlation 
(~ = -.6292, Q . 001) found between the fathers' family 
income level and the fathers' coping-coherence score, when 
this was expected to be a positive association? Part of the 
answer can be found in applying the theory of relative 
deprivation , which would suggest that fathers who have less 
income could be more satisfied with their life, because they 
place a higher value on interpersonal relations and seek to 
help others overcome problems and obstacles rather than 
having a smooth, stress free existence. Part of the 
significance could stern from the association between income 
and occupation of the father group, (~ = .49, Q = .009) . 
This would suggest that the lower the income, the lower the 
occupation on the coding scale. As farmer and rancher were 
coded as 1 on this scale, it would suggest that the farmers 
and the ranchers reported lower incomes. One thing common 
in these occupations is the ever-present reality of 
unexpected problems. In dealing with these problems and 
obstacles, it is suggested that the farmers and ranchers 
tend to not exaggerate as do others, the common life related 
problems. Therefore, the investigator suggests that the 
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negati ve correlation among perceived coping-coherence score 
and the income level of the fathers is associated more with 
the occupational conditions these fathers work in than it is 
with the level of income. 
The significant differences among the fathers and the 
sons on relative and friend support, and their scores on the 
professional support measure, suggest that the fathers' 
support networks outside the nuclear family were not held 
constant into the next generation. Why? Intuitively, this 
makes sense when one understands the significance of some 
changes in society. People move more often, living for 
shorter periods of time in any one place and usually away 
from other family members. As this sample consisted of 
people who had not moved away, the changes in society 
affected them, because the majority of family members and 
friends had moved to urban settings leaving less people to 
act as support systems available to this younger generation. 
The fathers were seen as having these support systems in 
place before the accelerated social change after World War 
II. 
Another explanation could come from the theory of 
cultural continuity. This theory suggests that males are 
expected to stand on their own two feet, being asked to do 
their own work, expected to grow up and act like a big boy 
from an early age, while female children are expected to 
find support from their mothers and their teachers, 
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especially female teachers, throughout the school and 
adolescent years. Females are recognized for their tendency 
to build closer, longer lasting friendships that commonl y 
last across many miles and years. This concept is supported 
by the difference found between the sons' scores and the 
daughters ' scores on these measures. Although the daughters 
scores were not found to be significantly different from 
those of the sons (their husbands), their score on this 
measure was much closer to the score of the fathers and the 
mothers than it was to the sons. The sons are therefore 
seen as being different from the other three groups on these 
measures, indicating the effects of societal changes and 
common gender specific actions on the development of f amily 
strengths in youth. 
The correlations between scores of the fathers and 
their sons suggests that the family of orientation has a 
significant effect on half of these measures, family 
flexibility, family confidence, family coping and coherence, 
and fami l y discord. The scores of mothers and daughters 
also were significantly correlated between relative and 
friend support and family confidence. These correlations, 
coupled with the two significant differences, suggest that 
the older generation in this study influences the younger 
generation through a variety of family strength 
interactions. 
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Limitations and Recommendations 
The subjects used in this study we re unique in that 
they came from a rural area that has had one predominant 
religion since the area was first settled. Also, the 
subjects shared a common occupational base, with even 
professionals being involved to some degree, in agriculture. 
The generalization of this study is further limited by the 
close proximity of residence among the two generations, and 
the fact that females in both generations we re 90% 
homemakers, and that the majority of the males in both 
generations were involved in agriculturally related 
occupations. Any future research should include a much 
larger N and involve more than two members of any one 
family. If possible all family members in the separate 
family systems should be involved in the research. This 
would allow researchers the opportunity to study family 
systems with more in depth analysis. The investigator does 
believe that the evidence presented here strongly suggests 
that the intergenerational transmission of family strengths 
is an o ngoing part of family life in Amer ica. 
5 1 
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APPENDIXES 
Appendix A: 
Family Coping Skills 
Section I 
Directions : Please provide the information asked for below 
as it pertains to your family today. 
1. What is your age? ____ _ 
2 . What is the age of your spouse? 
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3. How many children do you have? (please include all of 
your children including those who are married or who are 
living away from horne. 
male female 
1 6 l. 6. 
2 7 2. 7 . 
3 8 3. 8. 
4 9 4. 9. 
5 10 5. 10. 
4. I this the same city in which you were born? yes ____ _ 
no ____ _ 
5 . What is your highest level (in years) of education? 
6. Please indicate the highest level (in years) of education 
for your spouse. 
7 . What is your current occupation? 
8. What is the current occupation of your spouse? 
9 . What is your religious preference? ________________________ _ 
10. What is the religious pre ference of your spouse? 
11. In regards to religious activity, do you consider your 
family to be: 
Very active 
Above average 
Average 
Below average 
Not active 
12. Please indicate how many brothers and how many 
5 6 
sisters you have. (please include all children reared by 
your parents including those who may have passed away) 
brothers sisters 
13. What is your total yearly income level (wife and husband 
combined)? 
less than $10,000 
10,001 to $14,999 
15,000 to $19,999 
20,000 to $24,999 
25,000 to $29,000 
30 ,000 to $34,999 
35,000 to $39,999 
more than $40,000 
14. For your family today do you feel that your total amount 
of income is: 
extremely 
more than 
adequate 
more than 
adequate adequate 
less than 
adequate 
less than 
adequate 
15. What isjwas the religious preference of your mother? 
16. What isjwas the religious preference of your father? 
17. What was your father's main occupation? 
18. What wa s your mother's main occupation? 
19. For the family in which you were a child do you feel 
that the total amount of income was: 
extremely 
more than 
adequate 
more than 
adequate adquate 
less than less than 
adequate adequate 
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Appendix B 
Relative and Friend Support 
Section II 
Directions: Decide for your family whether you: (l) STRONGLY 
DISAGREE, (2) DISAGREE, are (3) NEUTRAL, (4) AGREE, or (5) 
STRONGLY AGREE and circle the appropriate number 
We cope with family 
problems by: 
1. Sharing our difficulties with 
relatives 
2 . Seeking advice from relatives 
3 . Seeking encouragement and support 
from friends 
4 . Seeking information and advice from 
people faced with the same or 
similar problem 
5 . Sharing concerns with close friends 
6 . Sharing problems with neighbors 
Professional Support 
7. Asking relatives how they feel about 
the problems we face 
8 . Seeking assistance from community 
agengies and programs designed to 
help families. 
9. Seeking information and advice from 
doctors 
10. Seeking professional counseling 
and help 
SO D 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
l 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
11. Seeking advice from a minister/priest 1 2 
N A SA 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
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Togetherness 
Section III 
DIRECTIONS: Decide for each statement listed below how often 
the situation described occurs in your family: (5) ALMOST 
NEVER, (4) ONCE IN A WHILE, (3) SOMETIMES, (2) FREQUENTLY, 
or (1) ALMOST ALWAYS. Please the circle the corresponding 
number . 
To what degree do these statements describe 
your family?: AA F S OW AN 
1. It is easier to discuss problems with 
people outside the family than with other 
family members. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Family members feel closer to people 
outside the family than to other family 
members. 1 
3. In our family everyone goes his or 
her own way. 1 
4. Family members pair up rather than 
do things as a total family . 1 
5. Family members avoid each other at horne 1 
6 . We have difficulty thinking of things to 
do as a family 1 
7 . Family members go along with what the 
family decides to do 
Flexibility 
B. Family members say what they want 
9. Each family member has input i n 
major family decisions 
10. In solving problems, the children ' s 
suggestions are followed 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
11. Children have a say in their 
discipline 
1 2 . our family tries new ways of dealing 
with problems 
13. When problems arise we compromise 
14. We shift household responsibilities 
from person to person 
Confidence 
Section I V 
l 
1 
l 
1 
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2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
DIRECTIONS: Decide for your family whether you : (1) STRONGLY 
DISAGREE, (2) DISAGREE, are (3) NEUTRAL, (4) AGREE, or (5) 
STRONGLY AGREE and circle the appropriate number. 
Please rate the following items as they 
apply to your family: SD D N A SA 
l. We really do trust and confide 
in each other 1 2 3 4 5 
2 0 Family members feel loyal to the 
family 1 2 3 4 5 
3 0 We share similar values and beliefs 
as a family 1 2 4 5 
4 0 Family members respect one another l 2 3 4 5 
50 we are proud of our family 1 2 3 4 5 
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Coping-Coherence 
Section V 
DIRECTIONS: Decide for your family whether you: (1) STRONGLY 
DISAGREE, (2) DISAGREE, are (3) NEUTRAL, (4) AGREE, or (5) 
STRONGLY AGREE and circle the appropriate number. 
We cope with family problems by: so D N A SA 
1. Accepting stressful events as a 
fact of life 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Accepting that difficulties 
occur unexpectedly 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Defining the family problem in a more 
positive way so we don't get 
discouraged 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Having faith in God 1 2 3 4 5 
Quality of Life 
Section VI 
DIRECTIONS: decide the satisfaction you feel with each of 
the areas of your life listed below: (1) DISSATISFIED, (2) 
SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED, (3) NEUTRAL, (4) SOMEWHAT SATISFIED, 
or (5) SATISFIED and circle the corresponding number. 
How satisfied are you with : D SO N SS 
1. Your family 1 2 3 4 
2. Your marriage 1 2 3 4 
3. Your relationship with relatives 1 2 3 4 
s 
5 
5 
5 
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4. The religious life of your fami l y 1 2 3 4 
5 . Your principle occupation 1 2 3 4 
6. The schools in your community 1 2 3 4 
7. Friends 1 2 3 4 
8. Health care services 1 2 3 4 
9. The neighborhood you live in 1 2 3 4 
10. The safety of your community 1 2 3 4 
Family Discord 
Section VII 
DIRECTIONS: Decide for your family whether you: (!)STRONGLY 
DISAGREE, ( 2) DISAGREE, are ( 3) NEUTRAL, ( 4) AGREE, or ( 5) 
STRONGLY AGREE and circle the appropriate number. 
Please rate the following items 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
as they apply to your family so D N A SA 
1. We tend to worry about many things 1 2 3 4 5 
2. We have the same problems over 
and over l 2 3 4 5 
3. We are critical of each other 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Accomplishing what we want to do 
seems difficult for us 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix C 
Consent and Information Note to Parents 
Dear Dad, 
Mr . Bee is working on a project about families. He is 
gathering information about some of the characteristics that 
help families work together inspite of the day-to-day 
friction and other troubled times that families often 
experience. I have filled out the enclosed questionnaire . 
He needs you to fill it out so that he can compare the 
average answers of the son generation with those of the 
father generation. Please answer the questions and then 
send it back within one week to Mr. Bee in the pre-
addressed, stamped envelope. 
If you have questions call Mr. Bee at 1-80 1-1544. 
Thank you, 
Dear Mom, 
Mr. Bee is working on a project about families. He is 
gathering information about some of the characteristics that 
help families work together inspite of the day-to-day 
friction and other troubled times that families often 
experience. I have filled out the enclosed questionnaire. 
He needs you to fill it out so that he can compare the 
average answers of the daughter generation with those of the 
mother generation. Please answer the questions and then 
send it back within one week to Mr. Bee in the pre-
addressed, stamped envelope. 
If you have questions call Mr. Bee at 1-801-750 -1544. 
Thank you, 
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Appendix D 
Instrument Use Contact Letter 
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SCHOOL OF F A.YIIL Y RES OL'RCZS . .\ND CONSU:\1ER SCIENCES 
Uruversuy of Wiscoru1n-M~uon. tJOO L.:.no.cn Dnve .\bdilon, '.\ll !3706 oOS-:62-1.~47 , F.U 608-:61-! 3; ! 
OFFI CE OF THE DEAN 
July 3. 1990 
John R. Bee 
206-A Family Life Building 
Utah State University 
Logan. UT 34322 
De:rr Mr. Bee: 
I am pleased to g:ive you my permission to use the Relative and Friend Support . the 
Professional Support. and the Family Coping-Coherence instruments from the 
Preparing for the Future Album. We have a policy to charge $5 .00 (one time ch:rrge 
only) to ind.ividu3..ls who seek permission. We apologize for this necessity. We also ask 
that you pkase fill out the enclosed abstr.lct form and return it to this office. 
A sample copy of the instruments :rre enclosed. 
[f I could be of any further assistance to you. please let me know. 
since(L 
Hami~ I. McCubbin 
Dean 
HIM!lane 
Enclosures 
Child md F:unily Studies Coruumer Science Envirorunau. Textiles, 31\d Design 
F31TU.ly .k Consumer Educ~uon Famlly & Coruumcr Cl.)nvnunications Continuing &. Vcx;ational Educ~n 
